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In response to your notice 67 FR 65751: 

I oppose loosening the rules designed to promote and protect 
diversity of media ownership. These rules were adopted to ensure 
that the public would receive a diverse range of viewpoints from 
the media, not simply the opinions of a handful of media 
conglomerates. 

handed down on 18 June 1945, the Supreme Court stated in part 
that the "freedom to publish means freedom for all, and not for 
some. Freedom to publish is guaranteed by the Constitution, but 
freedom to combine to keep others from publishing is not." The 
present situation with six or fewer corporations controlling 
nearly all of U.S. media, is a virtual monopoly which PREVENTS 
competition. This is a violation of the first amendment, and is 
not in the public interest. The public interest is served by a 
variety of "diverse and antagonistic sources" (Supreme Court same 
decision), not the present monolith of corporate opinion. Media 
ownership is too concentrated and should be diversified. 
Increased consolidation is neither in the public interest, nor 
allowed by the Constitution. 

The present local radio ownership rule has led to the 

In the case of Associated Press v. United States No 57, 

ownership of too many local radio stations in a given market by a 
single entity. While this may lead to diversity of format, it 
does not lead to diversity of information, news, or editorial 
content. The same argument applies to TV stations in the same 
market. 

same market destroys any pretext of diversity of opinion. In the 
case of a small market with three or fewer newspapers, and three 
or fewer television stations, this rule must be changed to 
prohibit any ownership of print media and broadcast media by the 
same party. The Constitution requires this . 

Cross-Ownership of broadcast media and print media in the 
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